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Bill No. Title Resolution No. Process used for floor consideration Amendments
in order

H.R. 7 ...................... National Security Revitalization Act ............................................................ H. Res. 83 Restrictive; 10 hr. Time Cap on amendments; Pre-printing gets preference ................................... N/A.
H.R. 729 .................. Death Penalty/Habeas ................................................................................. N/A Restrictive; brought up under UC with a 6 hr. time cap on amendments ...................................... N/A.
S. 2 ......................... Senate Compliance ...................................................................................... N/A Closed; Put on suspension calendar over Democratic objection ....................................................... None.
H.R. 831 .................. To Permanently Extend the Health Insurance Deduction for the Self-Em-

ployed.
H. Res. 88 Restrictive; makes in order only the Gibbons amendment; waives all points of order; Contains

self-executing provision.
1D.

H.R. 830 .................. The Paperwork Reduction Act ...................................................................... H. Res. 91 Open .................................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H.R. 889 .................. Emergency Supplemental/Rescinding Certain Budget Authority ................ H. Res. 92 Restrictive; makes in order only the Obey substitute ........................................................................ 1D.
H.R. 450 .................. Regulatory Moratorium ................................................................................ H. Res. 93 Restrictive; 10 hr. Time Cap on amendments; Pre-printing gets preference ................................... N/A.
H.R. 1022 ................ Risk Assessment .......................................................................................... H. Res. 96 Restrictive; 10 hr. Time Cap on amendments ................................................................................... N/A.
H.R. 926 .................. Regulatory Flexibility .................................................................................... H. Res. 100 Open .................................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H.R. 925 .................. Private Property Protection Act .................................................................... H. Res. 101 Restrictive; 12 hr. time cap on amendments; Requires Members to pre-print their amendments

in the Record prior to the bill’s consideration for amendment, waives germaneness and
budget act points of order as well as points of order concerning appropriating on a legisla-
tive bill against the committee substitute used as base text.

1D.

H.R. 1058 ................ Securities Litigation Reform Act ................................................................. H. Res. 103 Restrictive; 8 hr. time cap on amendments; Pre-printing gets preference; Makes in order the
Wyden amendment and waives germanes against it.

1D.

H.R. 988 .................. The Attorney Accountability Act of 1995 ..................................................... H. Res. 104 Restrictive; 7 hr. time cap on amendments; Pre-printing gets preference ...................................... N/A.
H.R. 956 .................. Product Liability and Legal Reform Act ...................................................... H. Res. 109 Restrictive; makes in order only 15 germane amendments and denies 64 germane amendments

from being considered.
8D; 7R.

Note: 75% restrictive; 25% open. These figures use Republican scoring methods from the 103rd Congress. Not included in this chart are three bills which should have been placed on the Suspension Calendar. H.R. 101, H.R. 400, H.R.
440.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 4 minutes
to the gentleman from New Mexico
[Mr. SCHIFF].

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Georgia for yield-
ing me this time and I especially want
to commend his integrity because he
knew that I sought this time to criti-
cize the proposed rule from the Com-
mittee on Rules. However, I do have to
say that although I am critical of the
rule, I still intend to vote for it for this
reason: I think the issue of legal re-
form is very important. I think it
needs to get moving in the House of
Representatives, and the issue with
which, the matters with which I take
issue can be addressed elsewhere in the
process. Any bill that begins has a long
way to go before it ever is proposed to
the President for signature.

I want to say I do not criticize the
rule because it simply does not include
an amendment that I offered. I offered
an amendment to the balanced budget
amendment which was not accepted by
the Committee on Rules. Nevertheless,
they proposed a fundamentally fair and
open exchange of views on the balanced
budget amendment which I think was
perfectly appropriate even if it did not
happen to include an amendment that I
offered.

b 1100

In this particular case, however, as I
look at the amendments which have
been made in order in this bill, it ap-
pears to me that amendments have
been allowed which either the Commit-
tee on Rules believes will not be ac-
cepted by a majority in the House of
Representatives or they do not care if
a majority in the House of Representa-
tives adopts these amendments. And
those rules, those amendments which
might change this bill in a way that
the Committee on Rules does not wish
it changed were not even allowed to be
offered on the House floor.

There has already been reference to a
proposed amendment from the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. QUILLEN].
There has been references to a biparti-
san amendment that would deal with
raising the damage caps on punitive

damages, not taking the caps away,
which I think the majority will not
support, but simply raising the caps,
which I think a majority would sup-
port.

Here is where I believe my proposed
amendment is highly relevant. This
bill is being argued in terms of a prod-
ucts liability bill, but it is only prod-
ucts liability in part. Section 1 of this
bill deals with products liability. Title
II, dealing with punitive damages, is
not limited to products liability. In
fact, it is not limited to anything.

According to title II of this bill, as it
is now written, the Federal Govern-
ment is going to take over the State
courts with respect to punitive dam-
ages in every single case, no matter
what is the subject of the case.

In other words, if two individuals get
into a first fight on the front lawn be-
tween their houses, Federal law is
going to govern how that lawsuit that
might arise out of that takes place.
Now, particularly to my Republican
colleagues, let me say first I think that
violates philosophically everything we
have been arguing for the last 2
months. We have said the States can
handle police grant block grants, we
have said the States can handle child
nutrition programs and now we are
saying the States for some reason can-
not handle the court system.

Further, we set the precedent that
running the courts should be a Federal
issue. And some day a Congress of a
different philosophic bent can say
there will be a Federal law on punitive
damages which is there will be no caps
on punitive damages anywhere and we
will overrule and take away those ex-
isting punitive damage caps which now
exist. If you can do one, you can do the
other.

My amendment will simply have said
the punitive damages proceedings,
whatever it is, applies only to products
liability.

I want to conclude with one respect-
ful exception to the opening statement
of the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
LINDER] which has been said by a num-
ber of our leaders, which makes ref-
erence to Mr. Ralph Nader and the
Trials Lawyers Association. That ap-
proach reminds me very much of the

others side’s saying we have to pass
certain laws to send a message to the
National Rifle Association. I just want
to say on this floor that I have voted
for and against the trial lawyers’ posi-
tions and voted for and against the Na-
tional Rifle Association position. We
should pass laws that are good laws and
not based on whether or not they are
supported or opposed by any particular
group.

I thank the gentleman again for
yielding.

f

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT

A further message in writing from
the President of the United States was
communicated to the House by Mr.
Edwin Thomas, one of his secretaries.

f

PROVIDING FOR FURTHER CONSID-
ERATION OF H.R. 956, COMMON
SENSE LEGAL STANDARDS RE-
FORM ACT OF 1995

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 3 minutes
to the gentlewoman from Colorado
[Mrs. SCHROEDER].

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I thank the gen-
tleman from Texas for yielding this
time to me.

I am very honored to be able to fol-
low the gentleman from New Mexico
because I think he gave a very, very
thoughtful approach to this rule.

Look, this bill is doing something
very drastic. It is changing the entire
legal system of this country as it has
worked since the country began. And
this bill has been written and rewritten
and rewritten, and we do not even
know who the final author is.

It has been like a fast-bill breeder re-
actor and a fast-amendment breeder re-
actor, and, as you see, they are now
changing the rule one more time be-
cause they want to change some more
amendments.

I think really we must vote down
this rule because we do not know what
we are doing.

Let me emphasize again what the
gentleman from New Mexico said about
title II. This goes far beyond product
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